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REMARKS 

Claims 43-50 and 59 were subject to examination in the Office Action dated 
April 3, 2006. Claims 35-42, 51-58 and 60-65 have been cancelled by the 
Amendment presented herein. 

Applicants note with appreciation that the Examiner has indicated that claims 
43-49 and 59 are drawn to allowable subject matter. The remaining issues raised in 
the outstanding Office Action are addressed below in the order raised therein. 

K Obiections to the Specification . 

Objections have been raised on the basis of alleged informalities in the 
specification. In particular, the Office Action states that the specification lacks a 
"Brief Description of the Drawings" and, further, that the listing of references on 
pages 33-41 of the specification should be deleted. 

Both of these issues have been addressed in the substitute specification 
pages enclosed herewith. Specifically, on page 5 the section heading "Summary of 
the Drawings" has been amended to recite "Brief Description of the Drawings." 
Further, although Applicants respectfully disagree with the objection to the listing of 
references at the end of the specification, the specification has been amended in the 
enclosed substitute pages to incorporate the full citations into the text and to omit the 
listing of references at the end of the specification. 

In view of the foregoing. Applicants respectfully request that the objections to 
the specification be withdrawn. 

II. Information Disclosure Statement . 

The Office Action further states that "[t]he listing of references in the 
specification is not a proper information disclosure statement." Applicants have not 
included the listing of references at the end of the specification for the purposes of 
disclosing art for consideration by the Examiner. The listing of full citations at the 
end of the specification is a common application drafting practice. Nonetheless, as 
discussed above, the full citations have been incorporated into the text of the 
specification and the listing of references on pages 33-41 deleted. 
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III. Enablement - 

Claim 50 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph as allegedly 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. Specifically, the Office Action 
states that the specification does not enable the practice of the method of claim 50 
for the treatment of arthritis. Claim 50 has been cancelled herein, thereby obviating 
this rejection. 

IV. Conclusion , 

The concerns of the Examiner having been addressed in full, the Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of all outstanding rejections and the issuance of a 
Notice of Allowance forthwith. The Examiner is encouraged to address any 
questions regarding the foregoing to the undersigned attorney, who may be reached 
at (919) 854-1400. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Karen A. Magri 
Registration No. 41,965 

Enclosures: Substitute pages 1-33 

Marked-up substitute pages 



Customer No. 20792 

Myers Bigel Sibley & Sajovec, P.A. 
P. O. Box 37428 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27627 
Telephone: (919) 854-1400 
Facsimile: (919) 854-1401 
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Katie Wu 



